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1	Introduction
This paper provides summary of discussions at RAN#113-e on:
CB: # SONMDT11_MDTforMRDC
- Avoid overwriting of signalling-based logged MDT for MR-DC?
- Different MDT configurations for MN and SN of same RATs?
- Management based MDT configuration propagation in case of MR-DC?
-Stage 2/3 CRs if agreeable.
(Nok - moderator)

The discussion also takes into account red text captured at RAN3#112-e:
FFS whether MN and SN of the same RAT (e.g. in an NR-DC scenario) can have different MDT configurations. The purpose and the mechanism (e.g. how to enable consistent measurements in case of split bearers) needs to be clarified.
FFS whether a management-based MDT configuration can be received in a PDCP non-terminating node for split bearers (e.g. SN in case of MN terminated split bearers). If yes, whether to add Xn signaling from SN to MN to indicate the reception of management-based MDT configuration.
FFS whether to add a flag under Logged MDT configuration indicating that early measurements are relevant for logged MDT, this is pending RAN2 decision
Wait for RAN2 progress before deciding whether to add on-demand SI related configuration in logged MDT
2	For the Chairman’s Notes 
Proposal 1: Introduction of signalling from MN to SN informing about UE eligibility for m-based MDT is pending company checking whether RAN2's agreement to not introduce SN configuration for logged MDT is applicable for NE-DC, NGEN-DC and NR-DC.
Proposal 2: Same MDT configuration in MN and SN nodes is sufficient in Rel-17. 
To be discussed relative to proposal 2: Send LS to RAN2?
Proposal 3: Send an LS to RAN2 to ask whether propagation of m-based MDT configuration for M6 is needed over Xn.
3	Discussion
3.1 Issue 1 - RAN3 specification impact to avoid overwriting of signalling-based logged MDT for MR-DC?
As discussed in 3688, please provide your view on introducing signalling from MN to SN informing about UE eligibility for m-based MDT.
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	The proposal depends on whether SN can select Ues that only having SCG terminated bearers in it for MDT. And also need confirmation of RAN2. RAN2 agreed that no logged MDT configuration from SN.

	Qualcomm
	To avoid m-based logged MDT overwriting s-based logged MDT, RAN2 agreed to introduce “assistance” information from UE e.g., whether T330 timer is still running or MDT type, details of which are still being discussed. Also, as Huawei pointed out, RAN2 agreed that there is no logged MDT configuration from SN.
It seems that this proposal refers to transferring this “assistance” information from UE over Xn from MN to SN to avoid overwriting in a scenario when a new m-based logged MDT is sent to SN when a UE is already configured with an s-based logged MDT. But as there can be no logged MDT configuration sent to SN (based on RAN2 agreement), this overwriting scenario is not valid and hence this proposal is not needed.

	Ericsson
	Do not agree. This proposal goes against what stated in TS32.422, section 4.1.1.1.2 “General management activation mechanisms for 5GS”, where it is stated:
“The configured NE shall not propagate the received Trace Control and Configuration parameters to any other NE's - whether or not it is involved in the actual recording of the call.”
The proposal goes also against the spirit of the agreements fromRAN2, where it was explicitly agreed that at least for EN-DC, there is no SN-specific management based MDT. 

	Samsung
	Need further clarification.

	ZTE
	It should be noted that RAN2’s agreement only apply to EN-DC. For MR-DC, actually the decision for Logged MDT in SN is not clear.
And even for EN-DC, the RAN2’s agreement is not clear whether m-based logged MDT can be configured by SN. 
Would like to discuss the topic based on RAN2’ s further progress.

	Nokia
	To E///: In our view the proposal doesn't conflict with TS 32.422, which concerns Trace Control and Configuration parameters generated by the OAM for management based activation. 
However OK to discuss this further based on RAN2's further progress.

	CATT
	Do not agree. SN cannot configure LOG MDT, so, there is no issue for SN on avoiding m-based logged MDT overwriting s-based logged MDT.



Summary: Some companies believe that RAN2's agreement to not introduce SN configuration for logged MDT is applicable not only for EN-DC but also for NE-DC, NGEN-DC and NR-DC. Other companies think this needs further clarification. 
Proposal: Introduction of signalling from MN to SN informing about UE eligibility for m-based MDT is pending company checking whether RAN2's agreement to not introduce SN configuration for logged MDT is applicable for NE-DC, NGEN-DC and NR-DC.
3.2 Issue 2 - Different MDT configurations for MN and SN of same RATs?
Different MDT configurations for MN and SN of same RATs are discussed in 3222 and 3825, and these papers conclude differently:
· To introduce separate MDT Configuration NR IE within the MDT Configuration IE in NGAP and XnAP for SN in NR-DC. To send a LS to RAN2 and SA5 to confirm the need of separate MDT configuration for SN in case of NR-DC.
· Different MDT configurations for MN and SN of different RATs is not justified by any proven benefit and places requirements on the system that cannot be currently fulfilled. It is proposed not to pursue this solution.

Please provide your view:

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We agree that the benefits to have separate MDT configuration for NRNR DC may need further clarification.
The proposal is just an inference of RAN2 agreements. If RAN3 has different understanding, we need to LS RAN2 for clarification.
A draft LS is provided in 3222.

	Qualcomm
	RAN2 already agreed that Logged MDT configuration will not be provided by SN and only by the MN. So only immediate MDT is under discussion.
Regarding M6 immediate MDT measurements and specifically D1, it is also agreed in RAN2 that D1 configuration will be provided only by the PDCP terminating node i.e., only 1 configuration. Therefore, it follows to not define 2 different D1/M6 configurations for MN and SN in NR-DC.
Regarding M8/M9 immediate MDT, there doesn’t seem any benefit to configure different BT/WLAN configurations for MN and SN in NR-DC.
Regarding M1 immediate MDT measurements, the open question is whether there is benefit in allowing different Report Interval and Report Amount for M1 periodic reporting or different Event A2 thresholds for MN and SN in case of NR-DC.
Considering limited benefit and RAN2 previous agreements on M6 and Logged MDT, it is proposed to not allow different MDT configurations for MN and SN in NR-DC and send LS to RAN2 to confirm.

	Ericsson
	We support the view that different MDT configurations for MN and SN of the same RAT are not needed and indeed they could produce error situations if allowed. We do not think there is a need to send an LS to RAN2 beause there is so far no benefit identified for this option.

	Samsung
	Agree with Qualcomm. Seem little usage to configure different configuration for the same RAT.

	ZTE
	We do not able to find benefit to introduce different MDT configuration for SN in same RAT with MN. Reusing the same configuration is enough.

	Nokia
	We also believe that same configuration in MN and SN is enough.

	CATT
	Agree with QC. At this time we cannot see the needs for different immediate MDT configuration for SN and MN.


Summary: Majority of companies believe that same MDT configuration in MN and SN nodes is sufficient. One company proposed to send LS to RAN2 for confirmation.
Proposal: Same MDT configuration in MN and SN nodes is sufficient in Rel-17. No need to send LS to RAN2.
3.3 Issue 3 - Management based MDT configuration propagation in case of MR-DC?
Please provide your view on proposal 3 in 3222:
· To send a LS to RAN2 to check whether the management based MDT configuration propagation in case of MR-DC is needed or not.
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes. LS is beneficial for RAN3 to clearly understand the RAN2 agreement on this topic.

	Qualcomm
	Management based MDT configuration should be propagated from SN to MN (via an Xn message) in case management-based immediate MDT is received on SN for MN terminated split bearers 
This is needed to inform MN to start collecting its responsible immediate MDT measurements via trace. User selection can still be done by the SN i.e., the node receiving management-based MDT from OAM.

	Ericsson
	No. Management based MDT is a configuration signalled from the OAM to a network element, to check the performance of that network element. Namely, Management Based MDT is UE independent. There is no mandate in a Management Based MDT to monitor split bearers. The SA5 specifications (TS32.422, section 4.1.1.1.2 “General management activation mechanisms for 5GS”) speak clearly when saying that:
“The configured NE shall not propagate the received Trace Control and Configuration parameters to any other NE's - whether or not it is involved in the actual recording of the call.”


	Samsung
	It is fine for us.

	ZTE
	Response to Ericsson
It has been agreed in the 37.320, m-based immediate MDT in SN is independent from MN.
	In management-based immediate MDT, OAM provides the MDT configuration to both MN and SN independently. For both MN and SN, Management based MDT should not overwrite signalling based MDT.
For immediate MDT configuration, MN and SN can independently configure and receive measurement from the UE.


Which means SN can select UE by itself. And it is also possible some UEs been selected have split bearers. 
It is true there is no mandate in a Management Based MDT to monitor split bearers,but it is also true no specification or agreement prohibit the measurement.
And the specification of 32.422 related to solution detail, if only part of MDT configuration instead of Trace Action IE send from SN to MN, then no rule will be broken.


	Nokia
	We believe multi-leg handling is already discussed in RAN2, and we can simply await progress. No strong view whether an LS is needed or not.

	CATT
	For m-based M6 split bear, MDT configuration propagation in XN may be needed. But in my opinion, m-based MDT is not UE specific measurement, both MN and SN will receive m-based M6 measurement, they can perform measurement and report to TCE separately, i.e. they can measure D1/D2/D3. etc. for their own selected UE. It is not necessary for MN and SN to guarantee these metrics belong to same UE or same bear. So, we may check with RAN2/SA5



Summary: A majority of companies believe that propagation of m-based MDT configuration for M6 may be needed over Xn, and/or that this should be checked by sending LS to RAN2.
Proposal: Send an LS to RAN2 to ask whether propagation of m-based MDT configuration for M6 is needed over Xn.
3.5 Issue 5 – Whether to introduce S-Node MDT Activation message in XnAP?
As per discussion in 3807 section 2.1, please provide your view on introduction of S-Node MDT Activation message in XnAP. Depending on the outcome of this first round of discussion, we propose to come back to discussion of the TP in 3808.
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	This relates to the LS in section 3.3. We prefer to check with RAN2 if RAN3 cannot converge.

	Qualcomm
	Related to outcome in section 3.3.

	Ericsson
	As mentioned already, this proposal contradicts the SA5 specifications in TS32.422.

	Samsung
	We think it is needed, but can wait for the outcome in section 3.3

	ZTE
	Related to outcome in section 3.3.

	CATT
	see section 3.3



Summary: To be further discussed after clarification is reached on the need to propagate m-based MDT configuration for M6 over Xn.
3.6 Issue 6 – Whether to add On-demand SI related configuration in logged MDT?
This issue was discussed under the present agenda item at RAN3#112-e, and was captured by the chairman as an issue for later consideration:
Wait for RAN2 progress before deciding whether to add on-demand SI related configuration in logged MDT
The issue is further discussed in section 2.2 of 3807. Please provide your view on the following proposal (from 3807):
· No explicit configuration needed for On-demand SI measurement in NGAP and XNAP.
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Pending to RAN2 discussion.

	Qualcomm
	Wait for RAN2 conclusion

	Ericsson
	Agree to wait for RAN2

	Samsung
	Agree above.

	ZTE
	Fine to wait, but if RAN3 can conclude in this meeting that there is no impact for us then the open issue can be removed.

	Nokia
	Agree to wait for RAN2



Summary: Wait for RAN2 conclusion.
4	Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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